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The insectile informe: H.P. Lovecraft and the Deliquescence of Form  
 
This article investigates the phonic materiality of sound, specifically of buzzing 
YRLFHVLQ+3/RYHFUDIW¶VVKRUWVWRU\µ7KH:KLVSHUHULQWKH'DUNQHVV¶ 
The insectile is configured as WURSHIRUWKHµRXtside¶and as formless entity, the 
latter rendered as an enfleshed voice. I am concerned with the interplay between 
form and formlessness, particularly as it pertains to sound, and the production of 
form, that is, how form and, conversely, formlessness are determined as 
political categories, not ontological givens. I use this approach, a focus on the 
valorization of form, in order to argue against recent scholarship, notably 
*UDKDP+DUPDQ¶VWeird Realism, claiming Lovecraft as a writer offering a 
deconstruction of man through perspectives other than human, when the latter 
remains absolutely understood according to what Sylvia Wynter calls the 
µFRORQLDOLW\RI%HLQJ¶ 
 
 
µ«DWQLJKWLQWKHIRUHVW>WKH\ZKLVSHUHG@ZLWKYRLFHVOLNHDEHH¶VWKDWWULHGWREHOLNH
WKHYRLFHVRIPHQ¶ (Lovecraftµ:KLVSHUHU¶ 221). 
 
,Q+3/RYHFUDIW¶Vµ7KH:KLVSHUHULQWKH'DUNQHVV¶WKHµGHHSWKLQJV¶ 
(217)²evidence of SURJUHVVLYHO\FRORQLVLQJDOLHQµHQWLWLHV¶²the narrator Albert N. 
Wilmarth encounters in Vermont are relayed, especially, as sound phenomena, a 
phonic materiality that is rendered as insectile. The unthinkable beings, whose 
IRUPDWLRQRFFXUVLQ*UDKDP+DUPDQ¶VZRUGVDFFRUGLQJWRDSHFXOLDUµRQWRJUDSK\¶²
a usage of language that is allusive and excessive, unable to crystallise the thing 
described into a coherent form²are crab-like and fungoid, but the sounds they emit 
nest a buzzing amidst, within, each and every word uttered. I am, here, interested in 
sound outwith²the Scottish preposition comes closest to capturing the interplay 
between outside and within²semantic content, represented as DµWKLFNGURQLQJYRLFH¶
(237), itself an outpost or archive of deep time. :KDW,¶PWU\LQJWRGR is to think 
through the concept of the insectile as sonic event, and as it pertains to /RYHFUDIW¶V
deployment of that trope in µ:KLVSHUHU.¶ Here, but also elsewhere, LQµ7KH6KXQQHG
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+RXVH¶IRUH[DPSOHthe insectile functions as a figuration of the outside²
having to do with infinite time, what lies µDZD\RXWVLGH¶ EH\RQGµWKHODVWFXUYHGULP
RIVSDFH¶µ:KLVSHUHU¶241)²and the formless, shapeless, nameless. Both of these 
aspects (the outside; the formless) are overwhelmingly heard, as well as felt, or 
sensed, as vibrations, buzzing voices that, recorded on a phonograph, travel in and out 
of apprehension. Technology, all in all, including the technology of writing, fails to 
capture these beings, which, unlike Dracula, are not defeated by its systems. 
 
This article positions itself against recent scholarship (easily) disposing RI/RYHFUDIW¶V
racism, which in-forms²LWLQWHUQDOO\IRUPVµOLYHV¶LQVLGH²KLVµ6KRJJRWKLF
MDWHULDOLVP¶ (Woodard 4). China Miéville has argued that  
 
all that kind of deep time, all that kind of deep novum, all that ecstatic collapse 
RIWKHVXEMHFWSRVLWLRQ« is predicated on master-race ideology; race hatred. So, 
in other words, the anti-humanism one finds so bracing in [Lovecraft] is an 
antihumanism predicated on murderous race hatred (Weinstock and Miéville 
241).  
 
At issue, here, is to LQVLVWRQWKDWµGHHS¶FRQFHSWXDOIUDPHZRUNWKDWRQWKHRQHKDQG
DSSHDUVHYHU\ZKHUHLQ/RYHFUDIW¶VZRUNDQGRQWKHRWKHUKDVDWHQdency to 
disappear in criticism, especially if it is seeking to µZHLUG¶SKLORVRSK\ through his 
fiction. Ben Woodard, for example, WXUQVWR/RYHFUDIWWRµUHWXUQ¶SKLORVRSK\WRWKH
µJUHDWRXWGRRUV¶ (9), 4XHQWLQ0HLOODVVRX[¶VWHUPIRUDQDQWL-anthropocentric system of 
thoughtEXWIRUDOOWKHVSHFXODWLYHUHDOLVWV¶SURYRFDtive operations, their attempts to 
formulate a philosophy derived from Lovecraft, RQµWKHPDWHULDORIWKHH[WHUQDO
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ZRUOG¶ and without considering µUDFHKDWUHG¶ as the absolutely coherent aspect of 
his work, require scrutiny and persistent opposition. No matter what propositions arise 
in such readings, the apparent anti-, in- or posthumanism these detect and promulgate 
as a result is toxic, as well as unconvincing: the politics of this particular theoretical 
project must urgently be confronted. 
 
The reason for its failure²a posthumanism in name only²LVSUHFLVHO\WKDWµGHHS¶
entanglement with racism or, in other words, with the ideology of form, the particular 
ordering and valorising of a subject RIµZKROHVRPHVWRFN¶(/RYHFUDIWµ6KDGRZ2XWRI
7LPH¶157). In contrast to arguments that focus on a becoming-RWKHULQ/RYHFUDIW¶V
stories, the basis for claims that credit KLPZLWKZULWLQJDERXWWKHµLPSRVVLELOLW\RI
EHLQJDKXPDQLQGHHSWLPH¶:HLQVWRck and Miéville 236), I contend that the 
µKXPDQ¶PRUHVpecifically colonial man, is preserved as order word beyond the 
µDIIRUGDQFHV¶ (Levine 29), the recurring SDWWHUQVRUµVLJQDWXUH¶ of the tentacle 
(Luckhurst 1045) or, as I propose below, RIWKHLQVHFWLOH:KLOH/RYHFUDIW¶VVWRULHV
have lent themselves to anti/in/posthumanist interpretations, these are, as mentioned 
above, unwilling to engage with the politics in-forming his writings, while they also 
dismiss the extent to which the other, should it eventually be approached with 
anything amounting to a welcome, is used to restore and maintain the form of the 
same.  
 
The examples given on this subject frequently HPHUJHIURPµThe Shadow over 
,QQVPRXWK¶) RUDOVRµ$W WKH0RXQWDLQVRI0DGQHVV¶), where the slippage 
RIWKHµ,¶DSSHDUVPRVWFRPSHOOLQJO\,Qµ7KH6KDGRZRYHU,QQVPRXWK¶ the narrator, a 
fascinated subject²KHILQGVKLPVHOIDUUHVWHGE\WKHµVWUDQJHXQHDUWKO\VSOHQGRXU¶RI
 4 
an alien tiara (109)², gradually discovers his lineage with fish-creatures, which 
arrive in dreams to draw him beneath the waters. The process unfolding here is 
sensuous, mesmerizing, exaltation replacing terror, fluidly, as sea change, a flow of 
desire. What is taking place is a decentring of the normative subject, and yet, this 
instance and possibility of becoming-other²the changing entity of the self effectively 
constitutes, as Miéville observes, an erotics (Weinstock and Miéville 235)²is, on the 
one hand, obviously integrated into the Lovecraftian mythos and, on the other, 
displaces the terror the narrator VKRXOGµSURSHUO\¶H[SHULHQFH7KLVH[SHULHQFHRIWKH
proper against the other, more specifically the Shoggoth²µLQWROHUDEOH¶µDOO
DRXWR¶VKDSH¶DFFRUGLng to the drunkard Zadok Allen²LVµSURSHUHG¶EDFNWR
PHµFRQVWDQWUHDGHU¶ perhaps (to refer to Stephen King¶VLQWHUSHOODWLRQVRIKLV
audience in every preface), or, at any rate, alert to the dangers fascination poses to the 
SKDOOLFµ,¶ 
 
The Shoggoth is persistent µILJXUH¶LQ/RYHFUDIW¶VILFWLRQSURWRSODVPLFPDVVLW
offends in its form or, rather, formlessness mocking the proper subject, even if this 
subject seems, at first glance, and as it does in µ$WWKH0RXQWDLQVRI0DGQHVV¶ other. 
As such, it operates in a tradition of µYLVFRXV¶representation or order of ruin that 
is intimated at the end of µ,QQVPRXWK¶WKURXJKWKHVLQJOHZRUG µVKRJJRWK¶with its 
underwater resonance, but also through the effect the creatures and their artefacts 
have on the entranced narUDWRU7RORVHRQH¶VKHDGa literal occurrence in 
µ0RXQWDLQV,¶ is significant with respect to µ,QQVPRXWK¶WRREHFDXVHRIWKH
SKHQRPHQRQRIDµK\SQRWLFRUGHU¶)UHXGGroup Psychology 10) established in 
dream-states that, over time, abrade WKHQDUUDWRU¶V conscious personality to make him 
more amenable to life beneath the water. Freud, by way of Gustave Le Bon, discusses 
 5 
WKLVµVDFULILFH¶LQGroup Psychology and the Analysis of the Ego (1921), but the more 
famous instance of fascination and subsequent decapitation, read castration, occurs in 
µ0HGXVD¶V+HDG¶7KHµVLJKWRI0HGXVD¶VKHDGPDNHVthe spectator stiff with 
WHUURU¶ZULWHs Freud (273), a reaction that LVQRZKHUHLQHYLGHQFHLQµ,QQVPRXWK¶ with 
LWVVXJJHVWLRQRIWKHVPRRWKRIWKHVXEPHUJHGµ,¶EHLQJVPRRWKHGRXWHURGHGEven 
GDGG\FDQ¶WKHOSWKHQDUUDWRUµVHFXUH¶KLVSODFH²notably through a job in an 
insurance office²but the contract drawn up is made with the reading subject, 
VWLIIHQLQJXSWRZDUGRIIHYLO7KHHURWLFVRIWKHµVHD-GHHSV¶SURYRNHs that 
displaced defensive reaction which the narrator lacks, but which is recovered in 
another µ,¶WKDWXSUight and vigilant, recoils, stiffly: it will not be castrated by, 
abraded into, the other.  
 
µAt the Mountains of Madness¶SURYLGHV µVDOLHQW¶GHWDLOVSHUWDLQLQJWRWKH
Shoggoth: subject-as-Shoggoth is slave subject and hence no subject at all but whose 
mimicry or mockery nonetheless defiesDVLWGRHVLQµ,QQVPRXWK¶DQGeverywhere 
else, the old order. In this instance, William Dyer, the first person narrator, discovers 
WKDWWKHµ2OG2QHV¶architects of fantastic cities in the Antarctic built by slave labour, 
i.e. the formless Shoggoths, are, in fact, kindred, their authority long usurped, their 
reign disastrously at an end:  
 
Poor devils! After all, they were not evil things of their kind. They were the 
men of another aJHDQGDQRWKHURUGHURIEHLQJ« They had not been savages²
foUZKDWLQGHHGKDGWKH\GRQH"«>3@oor Old Ones! Scientists to the last²what 
had they done that we would not have done in their place? God, what 
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LQWHOOLJHQFHDQGSHUVLVWHQFH« Radiates, vegetables, monstrosities, star 
spawn²whatever they had been, they were men! (90) 
 
In the passage above, Dyer territorialises the other, tKHµ2OG2QHV¶DVµPHQRIDnother 
DJH¶despite their physical appearance, µVFLHQWLVWVWRWKHODVW¶and extends 
membership of an exclusive club, that is, the discourse of the human, to an other who 
behaves as he does RUµZRXOGKDYHGRQH¶,QRWKHUZRUGVDyer affirms the rights of 
those that are alike and who, consequently, are not subjects of difference, but of his 
kind. He thereby further bestows legitimacy onto their order and integrates them into 
his SROLWLFDOFRPPXQLW\µZKDWHYHUWKH\KDGEHHQWKH\ZHUHPHQ¶7KLV
neutralisation of difference complicates arguments, to say the least, about /RYHFUDIW¶V
DQWLLQSRVWKXPDQLVPWKHORJLFDWZRUNUDWKHUXSKROGVµPDQ¶DVVWDQGDUG-bearer by 
which to assess the other, granted recognition in relation to a political norm. This 
article contests, then, the basis on which these arguments are made, and its contention 
is the following: WKHIRUPRIWKHµSURSHU¶VXEMHFWUHPDLQVWKDWRIµPDQ¶DQ
RUJDQLVDWLRQRIIRUPDQGRIWKHSURSHUWKDWDUWLFXODWHVDQGPXVWµVHFXUH¶LWVHOIDJDLQVW
a formless other.  
 
This is not to say that /RYHFUDIW¶V work is homogenous, although my intention is not 
to demonstrate its possibilities of rupture or transgression; according to Derrida, these 
always exist in a text, even in the most phallogocentric ones, which might produce 
µSDUDGR[LFDOHIIHFWV¶(Acts 50). Lovecraft, regardless, has his advocates, and, more 
than anything, the impression persists that recent scholarship insists too much on, or 
KDOOXFLQDWHVGLVWXUEDQFHVLQWKHRUGHURIWKHµKXPDQ¶ZKRVHSUHFDULW\ exists to the 
exteQWWKDWLWKDVWREHSURWHFWHG$FRPPXQLW\RIWKHµZH¶LVHLWKHUVLOHQWO\DVVXmed 
 7 
RUDVLQµ7KH&DVHRI&KDUOHV'H[WHU:DUG¶is H[SOLFLWO\DQGµGXWLIXOO\¶
WDNLQJDFWLRQWKLVFRQFHSWRIGXW\PRWLYDWHVµJXLGLQJJURXS>V@RIHPLQHQWPHQ¶
standing guard and raiding the scene of the other. $µZH¶VLPLODUO\ recurs in Harman¶V
Weird Realism (2012)²the epicentre, if you wish, of the present critique², which 
(]UD&ODYHULHLQKLVERRNUHYLHZRI+DUPDQ¶VVWXG\identifies as the perspective of 
WKHFRORQLVHUWKHZKLWHVXSUHPDFLVWKDUPRQLRXVO\DOLJQHGZLWK/RYHFUDIW¶VP\WKRV
(264). There are aspects of Weird Realism that are astute, not least of which is 
+DUPDQ¶VGHVFULSWLRQRI/RYHFUDIW¶VVW\OHLQWHUPVRIµOLWHUDU\FXELVP¶
delivering objects from multiple viewpoints at once. This practice of writing²rather 
than cubist, it is perhaps FRPSRXQGOLNHDQLQVHFW¶VH\H²yields new, formless, 
arrangements, split and unreconciled in their dimensions, partly withdrawn and/or 
overwhelmingly, disastrously, there. Words thus function like black holes deforming 
everything around them (like the usual qualities associated with a certain term) (239). 
,QGHHG/RYHFUDIW¶VZULWLQJLVPRUSKRORJLFDOWKDWLVLQWHUHVWHGLQIRUPVDQGXQ-
forming, but the incentive driving this process is the privileging of form and, more 
precisely, the modality of the colonial man/white settler, the measure of all things, or 
of all life. A writing style that disjoints, creates rifts, breaks things apart does not 
QHFHVVDULO\FRPHIURPQRUHQJHQGHUDVLPLODUO\µGHFRQVWUXFWLYH¶PRYHPHQW
meaning an operation that calls into question structure and form. On the contrary, 
/RYHFUDIW¶VRQWRJUDSK\UDWKHUWKDQDQDQWL-structuralist gesture, as it were, is 
resolutely occupied with preserving systems of formalisation, including the logic of 
racialization.  
    
To understand Lovecraft in a tradition, or direction, exposed to the inhuman, insistent 
RQWKHµYDOXH¶RIKRUURUILFWLRQDVSKLORVRSKLFDOH[HUFLVHHOHPHQW²because why 
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waste your time looking at something unworth\RIDWWHQWLRQKHQFH+DUPDQ¶V effort to 
give it proper form²GRHVQ¶WSUHFOXGHEHLQJXQUHVSRQVLYHWRWKH other. Questions of 
value are at the heart of this essay, as they are WR+DUPDQ¶VERRNa rescue mission; a 
GHIHQFHRI/RYHFUDIW¶VOLWHUDU\PHULWVDQGWRLQTXLULHVDERXWWKHinforme, that which, 
according to Georges Bataille, µGRHVQRWLQDQ\VHQVHZKDWHYHUSRVVHVVrights, and 
HYHU\ZKHUHJHWVFUXVKHG¶±52). The insectile informe, as the title announces, sets 
the course of this piece; OLQNHGWRDQLQVHFW¶VPHWDPRUSKRVLVWKHinforme is figuration, 
µOLYLQJPDS¶ (Braidotti 2), of a dynamic, constantly changing subject different from 
itself, whose identity is not repose, but transformation. This dynamism is often 
imagined as deliquescence, a term borrowed from mycology and which suggests itself 
WKURXJKWKHµIXQJRXVOLIH¶LQµ:KLVSHUHU¶(261) but also throughout the rest of 
/RYHFUDIW¶V oeuvre: the funguV¶SXWULGLW\FRUUHVSRQGVWRKLVFUHDWXUHV¶µGDPQDEOH
approach to IRUP¶µ6KXQQHG+RXVH¶Deliquescence, however, stands not only 
in relation to DVLQJOHµGHJUDGLQJ¶ERG\EXWIXUWKHUcalls up the (im)materiality of 
swarming multiplicities, which, according to Maurice Maeterlink, observing ants, 
µ>SUHVHQW@WKHDSSHDrance of a liquid in ebullition¶ (34). 
 
Form and the deliquescence of form, these events, or, rather, formations, 
deformations, formatting, and transformations, to refer to Sebastian Vehlken, give 
shape to this essay, which proceeds by way of a close encounter, of a kind, with 
EX]]LQJYRLFHVLQµ:KLVSHUHU.¶ In 0LpYLOOH¶VDQDO\VLVRIWKHZHLUGthe insectile is 
grafted onto the tentacular, privileged by Miéville but also Roger Luckhurst as sign of 
displacement of the so-called human, but which misses the dimension of sound. The 
insectile is aural, not necessarily a visual phenomena: it is cacophony, noise, murmur, 
EX]]µLQGLVWLQJXLVKDEOH¶so (XJHQH7KDFNHUµIURPWKe very elemental properties of 
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« storms and whirlwinds.¶0LpYLOOHGHILQHVWKHFUHDWXUHVRIWKHZHLUGDVµLQGHILQDEOH
DQGIRUPOHVV¶EHIRUHH[HPSOLI\Lng this impossibility of description and approach in a 
notation: µDQGRU¶or also µDQGRUDQGDQGRURU¶ The notation itself demands a 
response: the forward slashes defer, are two- or multi-faced, each facet uneasily co-
existing, the symbol at once separating force and a barrier to be overcome, inviting, in 
fact, its negotiation. µ[D]isproportionatel\LQVHFWLOHFHSKDORSRGLF¶WKH creatures of the 
weird, Miéville writesDUHµZLWKRXWP\WKLFUHVRQDQFH¶WKDWLVXQDEOHWRVRXQGDFURVV
a culture to provide it with a structuring form (of belief, explanation, etc.). Wedged 
between the insectile and the cephalopodic, the mark, however appropriate to 
/RYHFUDIW¶VRQWRJUDSK\nonetheless makes it easy to gloss RYHUWKHµSKHQRPHQDOO\
complex¶DVSHFWRIWKHVZDUPZKLFKLVµDIIHFWXDOEHIRUH>LWLV@DFFRXQWDEOH¶ 
(Thacker). There is, hence, a point to be made about pausing, for a moment, to 
consider the insectile, so as to concentrate on the realm that we might otherwise glide 
over, on the way to somewhere or something else.  
 
Before becoming (and not even necessarily so) source, the insectile is environment. In 
its immateriality, it is without form, pertaining, as such, to another aspect of the 
informe, namely what Yve-Alain Bois and Rosalind Krauss FRQVLGHUWREHµSXOVDWLRQ¶
A VRUWRIEHDWZKLFKGLVUXSWVRUµSXQFWXUHV¶WKHDSSDUHQWFORVHGQHVVRIIRUPV, a 
µXQLILHGYLVXDOILHOG¶ (31), pulsation DJLWDWHVIRUH[DPSOH0DQ5D\¶VSKRWRJUDSKV
though Bois and Krauss DOVRPHQWLRQ)UHXG¶VBeyond the Pleasure Principle (1920), 
WKHµUK\WKPRIVKRFN¶WKHXUJHQF\RISXOVHDVUHSHWLWLRQ (162). It behaves as a largely 
visual, rather than aural, category in their work, if simply because their analysis 
focuses on art, but pulse or pulsation, as Thacker has shown, is also swarm, a 
permeating aurality. The informe, here, then, refers to the pulsation of a resonant, 
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sonorous materiality, whose theoretical framework is assembled from research into 
sound studies, the voice, media technologies, the impressions of sound-objects and 
WKHLUµOLTXLGLQVWDELOLW\¶WKHYLEUDWLRQVDOZD\VLQH[FHVVRIWKHVRXUFHVWKDWHPLWWKHP 
(Goodman 71). As Isabella van Elferen has already VKRZQVRXQGLVDµSULYLOHJHG
PHWDSKRU¶IRU/RYHFUDIW¶V µSDUDGR[LFDOPDWHULDOLVP¶because of its µXQHDV\ILW
between onWRORJ\DQGSKHQRPHQRORJ\¶²engendered, as it is, by instruments and 
voices but also obviously generating affective experiences²as well as between 
materiality and immateriality (93). While van Elferen uses the matter of sound to 
point to the serious divergences between Lovecraft and speculative realist philosophy, 
the subsequent pages stay attentive to the flesh of sound, the auditive texture of voices 
OLNHDEHH¶V in order to demonstrate LovecUDIW¶VRULHQWDWLRQWRZDUGIRUPThe 
diffusive insectLOHEX]]LQJLQDQGEH\RQGµ:KLVSHUHU¶HQGHDYRXUVWRUHSUHVHQWWKDW
ZKLFKLVXQUHSUHVHQWDEOHWKHµWKRXJKWIURPWKHRXWVLGH¶LQ0LFKHO)RXFDXOW¶VWHUPV 
(16). Rendered in a language whose vibrations, its timbre, performs²or, rather, in 
which resonates²that pure outside, the insectile exists as evocation, or pulsation, of 
the formless.  
 
What is to come, below, is an engagement with the valorization of form, i.e. the good 
form, against that which is deemed formless/deliquescent/insectile. The first part of 
the essay travels through the methodology on the materiality of the voice, and thereby 
lends an ear to the flesh of the buzz, while the second is concerned with the 
assemblage and notation of the good form LQ/RYHFUDIW¶Vµ:KLVSHUHU¶ by being alert to 
punctuation as indicative of the voice that is expelled from the order of writing. A 
project about morphology, it attends to sound, to the correlations between sound and 
form, and addresses the obfuscation at the heart of recent scholarship on Lovecraft, 
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whose particular iteration of anti/in/posthumanism FDQ¶WILQDOO\RIIHUDQ\sustained or 
substantial critique of the systems of thought sustaining the violent political 
domination of the µhuman,¶ aka colonial man. Instead, such perspectives reconcile 
posthumanism with racialization, with the construct of µman¶ so apt at reconstituting 
LWVHOIDWHYHU\WXUQ5DWKHUWKDQDPDQLIHVWDWLRQRIµRXWVLGHWKRXJKW¶LQWKHVHQVHRI
working to decolonise the concept of the µhuman,¶ this mode of thinking actively 
neglects the production of form (colonial man) and formlessness (the insectile) in 
/RYHFUDIW¶VZULWLQJZKLFKGHIRUPLQJXQIRUPLQJQRQHWKHOHVVXSKROGV the value-
form of the master-subject.  
 
The flesh-voice of the z 
 
It is the voice (as well as handwriting, which becomes impossible, because so 
distorted) that gives away otherness LQ/RYHFUDIW¶VILFWLRQHYHQLIRQWKHIDFHRILW
appearances are more or less kept up. IQµ7KH6KDGRZ2XWRI7LPH¶1DWKDQLHO
Wingate Peaslee, professor in Political Economy at Miskatonic University, descended 
RIµZKROHVRPHROG+DYHUKLOOVWRFN¶UHWXUQVWRRFFXS\KLVRZQERG\DIWHUDQ
abduction lasting for over five years and finGVWKDWKLVµVSHHch seemed awkward and 
IRUHLJQ¶ 
 
I used my vocal chords clumsily and gropingly, and my diction had a curiously 
stilted quality, as if I had laboriously learned the English language from books. 
The pronunciation was barbarously alien, whilst the idiom seemed to include 
both scraps of curious archaism and expressions of a wholly incomprehensible 
FDVH«6RPHWKLQJLQP\DVSHFWDQGVSHHFKVHHPHGWRH[FLWHYDJXHIHDUVDQG
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aversions in every one I met, as if were a being infinitely removed from all that 
is normal and healthful. (158±159) 
 
,Qµ7KH&DVHRI&KDUOHV'H[WHU:DUG¶-RVeph Curwen, the dodgy ancestor, adopts 
WKHVSHHFKRIDµOHDUQHGDQGFXOWLYDWHG(QJOLVKPDQ¶EXWZKRVHPLPLFU\KLQWVDW
µVLQLVWHUXQGHUFXUUHQW>V@¶,QERWKWKHVH cases, language is something improperly 
acquired, as if it ZDVQ¶WWKHLUVWRSRVVHVVRUWKHLUimproper bodies were barred from 
being claimed by, or associated with, the English language,QµWhisperer¶WRR
µEX]]LQJYRLFHV¶VSHDNµLQLPLWDWLRQRIKXPDQVSHHFK¶tKHVHDUHQRWµZHOO-EXLOW¶
YRLFHVEXWµDQLPDOQRLVHV¶DVSHHFKµGHFD\HG¶PLVVKDSHQXQDEOHWRUHDOO\RU
properly, be formed into words (228). There is an intolerable excess to these speaking 
voices, all the more unbearable because illegitimaWHµODERULRXVO\¶DSSURSULDWHGUDWKHU
WKDQµQDWXUDOO\¶pertaining to the subject and wider order in question. This 
GLVFUHSDQF\EHWZHHQµQDWXUH¶DQGODERXUDV+RPL%KDEKDVKRZVLQThe Location of 
Culture (2004), threatens the authoritative discourse of colonial man (123), an 
µHPSW\¶VXEMHFW orLQ/DXUHQ%HUODQW¶VZRUGVabstract citizen. Abstract personhood is 
not, as the term already implies, bound to a living body; if a body appears²a fat, 
black, queer, differently abled body, say, or, as the case may be, a crustacean, or 
Shoggothic, body²it is surplus (130), DµEDGIRUP¶ (Bois & Krauss 108), whose 
corporeality also lodges in the voice.   
 
There is, then, a weight, a viscous density, to the shaping labour RIWKHRWKHU¶V
language²even the term µERG\¶EHVWRZVWRRPXFKIRUP²whose PHVVDJHVFDQ¶WEH
IUHHRILWVPHGLXPWKDWLVWKHYRLFHHPHUJLQJIURPRUJDQVµunmistakably alien to 
WKLVZRUOG¶/RYHFUDIWµ:KLVSHUHU¶. The materiality of the voice, impossible to 
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be passed over²it resides, for one, and of which more later, LQWKHµILHQGLVK¶SUHVHQFH
of punctuation marks brutalising the writing, the separate spheres of each letter², 
VLJQLILHVDSHUYHUVLRQRIIRUPHYHQPRUHµEODVSKHPRXV¶EHFDXVHRIWKHµLPSHUVRQDO
SUHFLVLRQDQGGHOLEHUDWLRQ¶LQIRUPLng the mimicry (235). Soulless, mechanical, 
insectile, this voice destabilises colonial man/history/authority through its fleshiness, 
that which, with reference to Alexander Weheliye, is extraneous according to the 
logic of the political domination of the RWKHUVXVWDLQLQJDQGDFWLYDWLQJDQµDWURFLW\RI
WKHIOHVK¶ (2). Colonial man has no flesh, just as KLVYRLFHLVQ¶WPDUNHGE\DVXUSOXV 
viscosity; racialization is excessive fleshiness, made apparent, on the pages of 
/RYHFUDIW¶VVWRU\, through the way messages are forced through an intolerable body. 
The buzzing is the result of this trajectory, the purity of a language sullied by organs 
unfit to pronounce it and all the more mRQVWURXVIRULWVµFXOWLYDWLRQ¶ 
 
Jean-Luc 1DQF\¶V¬/¶eFRXWH draws the ear toward the enfleshment of the voice, or 
also timbre, ZKDW5RODQG%DUWKHVDFNQRZOHGJLQJ-XOLD.ULVWHYD¶VZRUNFDOOVWKH
µJHQR-song¶ (506), that which is remaindered from the speaking voice as source of 
meaning or semantic order. Rather than valorising the message, Nancy asks us to 
listen to sonority: he uses the expression WHQGUHO¶RUHLOOH (18), preserved in translation, 
that is, to stretch the ear, to mobilise LWDQGDWWHQGWRLWVWUDYHOVµ>7@o be listening is 
always to be on the edge of meaning¶(21), he writes, considering sound as edge, 
µRSHQGHSWKV¶ (16), an outside in which the subject is immersed, and which resonates 
within. What is remarkable is that Nancy eschews a vertically held perspective (the 
all-seeing µI¶) for a position that renders the listening subject as resonant womb or 
EHOO\DµKROORZFROXPQRYHUZKLFKVNLQLVVWUHWFKHG¶  
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A philosophy of listening to approach /RYHFUDIW¶Vµ7KH:KLVSHUHULQWKH'DUNQHVV¶
the materiality of his buzzzzzing voices: the way the z, like skin, can stretch, or 
hummmm. In an interlude, Nancy plays with the word mot, the noise of m, to 
murmur, to mutter, to become mute, to pour out, via the German münden, also 
incubating the mouth (46±47). A buzzzzzing: the vocal folds are tense and vibrate 
together, their vibrations sensed as material, the distended z vibrating at the roof of 
the mouth, the tongue lightly touching its ridge. The airflow is restricted but not 
VWRSSHGDVPDOORSHQLQJDOORZVLWWRSDVVKLWWLQJWKHEDFNRIWKHWHHWK,QWKHµFDYHRI
WKHPRXWK¶(48) a nervous entity nests: not yet, no longer, a word, it is a disturbance, a 
bug hovering, writhing, within. The buzzing of the consonant m articulates no voice, 
writes Nancy (48), a compelling observation, though not strictly true. The buzz is 
YRLFHDVH[FHVVLYHPDWHULDOREMHFWDVµYRFDOLW\¶3DXO=XPWKRU¶VWHUPZKLFK$GULDQD
Caravero uses to discuss the dimensions of the voice as far larger than speech (528, 
529)6KHSURSRVHVWKDWORJRFHQWULVPGHQLHVWKHYRLFHLWVUDQJHLWVµVHGXFWLYHDQG
quasi-DQLPDO¶UHYHUEHUDWLRQV (529). The voice of the othered is frequently dismissed 
as noise, hysterical babble, etc., but the logocentric command must render its own 
voice as pure meaning: beautiful, clean, uncluttered information machine. 
 
0ODGHQ'yODUKDVDQDO\VHGWKHµOLQJXLVWLFVRIWKHYRLFH¶UHIHUULQJWR$ULVWRSKDQHV¶
KLFFXSVLQ3ODWR¶VSymposium, irruptions usually understRRGDVµUHFDlcitrant to 
meaning¶ (48), like cRXJKLQJRUDQ\RWKHUµVRXOOHVV¶ (73), automatic, involuntary 
interruption of speech. Dólar, however, shows that although such interferences²
parasites, in Michel 6HUUHV¶YRFDEXODU\², while not linguistic, do not simply lie 
RXWVLGHRIOLQJXLVWLFVWUXFWXUHHLWKHU+HFRQVLGHUVWKHPLQµWKHLUYHU\DEVHQFHRI
DUWLFXODWLRQ¶²what Nancy might have gestured toward with his comment concerning 
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voicelessness²as the embodiment or corporeality of linguistic structure as such (97). 
ElsewKHUHLQKLVVWXG\KHGHVFULEHVWKHYRLFHDVµSOXV-de-FRUSV¶DGRXEOHHQWHQGUH
that, at the same time, hides the body (plus de corps = no body left) and increases its 
mass (plus de corps = supplementing the body with yet more flesh) (200). The 
incorporation of the voice, though it never really belongs to the body it emanates 
from, is HYLGHQWLQWKHVRQRURXVERG\1DQF\SRVLWVHFKRLQJ'HUULGD¶VDOHUWQHVVKLV
VWUHWFKHGHDUWRµWKHLUUHGXFible openness of the inside¶ (µ7KH9RLFH¶502), making 
any absolute inside, closed off from the other, impossible. 
 
The exact location of the voice always remains in doubt, even if we can describe 
exactly where and how sounds are formed. Z is a voiced alveopalatal sibilant 
fricative, occurring because a certain number of conditions are fulfilled for its 
emergence and lingering vibrations. In his book about sound and avant-garde art, 
Douglas Kahn notes that the voice inhabits bodies differently, that  
 
[m]odern Western culture typically locates the dominant operations of the 
embodied voice above the collarbone, attracted toward the head by the pull of 
the fusion of thought with speech and by an unconscious that serves as a proxy 
for the rest of the body. Other cultures place the operations of the voice 
throughout the body, and some place them primarily below the collarbone and 
symbolise voice through an array of objects, economies, and forces both inside 
the body and well outside of it. (290) 
 
,QWKLVSDUWLFXODUFKDSWHU.DKQH[DPLQHVZKDWKHFDOOVµPHDW-vRLFHV¶DYRLFHVSUHDG
WKURXJKRXWWKHHQWLUHERG\LQRSHUDWLRQIRUH[DPSOHLQ:LOOLDP%XUURXJKV¶ZRUNLQ
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the word schlupp²expressing hunger or desire²in which the sounds of the body can 
be abundantly heard. It takes moisture to pronounce this word, slushing inside, in the 
wet region of the mouth. It is, consequently, as if a word, made flesh, released spores, 
starting an autodigestive process: this affective quality pertains to the basely material, 
the entropic (Bois and Krauss 26); in other words, to the informe. It does not so much 
form an image as deform, degrade or transform it; like slime, which Sartre analyses in 
Being and Nothingness, its softness, LWVµLQH[SUHVVLEOHPDWHULDOLW\¶ (606), is indicative 
of formlessness, the dissolution of representation. ,QWKHµHYHQW¶RIWKH/RYHFUDIWLDQ
buzzing voice²µPHWDOOLFOLIHOHVV¶ZLWKLWVµLQIOHFWLRQOHVVH[SUHVVLRQOHVVVFUDSLQJ
DQGUDWWOLQJDQGLWVLPSHUVRQDOSUHFLVLRQDQGGHOLEHUDWLRQ¶ µ:KLVSHUHU¶²it 
similarly FDOOVXSDKRUURURIWKDWZKLFKFDQ¶Wbecome, and explodes, form. 
 
The flesh-voice of the buzz²flesh so as to retain, in a first instance, the association 
ZLWK:HKHOL\H¶VZRUN², rather than integrated, is a distributed, disaggregated voice, 
in that it can be located across a number of bodies. Its materiality is vibrational; it is a 
swarming, a noise indicatiYHRIDµVHPL-EHLQJ¶DV/HLEQLz calls multiplicities (Serres 
2). In Genesis, Serres suggests that multiplicities²a pack, a swarm, a herd²DUHµDELW
YLVFRXVSHUKDSV¶KDUGO\REMHFWVKHOLNHns them to a lake in mist, a white plain) (5), 
though they are frequently produced as un- or anti-aesthetic thing and, in different 
contexts, as specific form or figure of knowledge, as Sebastian Vehlken shows in 
Zootechnologien (2012). Form, as Vehlken notes, is not an ontological condition but a 
KLVWRULFDOSROLWLFDOSKHQRPHQRQDVZDUPDVµHSLVWHPLFREMHFW¶GRHVQRWUHPDLQ
statically the same, but is rendered in and according to particular discourse networks 
across time. In horror fiction, however, it tends to fulfill the same function, figuration 
RIWKHWRWDORWKHUOLQNHGWLPHDQGDJDLQLQ/RYHFUDIW¶VVWRU\ZLWKWKHµXQWHQDQWHG¶RU
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with perverse tenancy: swarms occupy hills, which nobody visits, µWHQDQWOHVV
mountains¶ (µ:KLVSHUHU¶229), the buzz of the voice itself suggesting further 
WHQDQWOHVVQHVVWKDWZKLFKKDVQRµVRXO¶,IWKHIOHVKLQLWVVXUSOXVYLVFRVLW\µOLYLQJ
fungi¶ (257), as it were, designates an absence from a subject position²µEHIRUHWKH
³ERG\´WKHUHLVWKH³IOHVK´¶VR+RUWHQVH6SLOOHUV²WKHEX]]LVRQHH[SUHVVLRQRIµWKDW
]HURGHJUHHRIVRFLDOFRQFHSWXDOLVDWLRQ¶DIIRUGHGWRµIRUPOHVV¶EHLQJV (67). It is, also, 
the voice of ]RƝ, the lack of eidos, of something without form, head or face, of a thing 
WKDWLVµGDQJHURXVO\FORVHWRWKHDUFDQD>WKHP\VWHU\RUVHFUHW@RIEDVLFHQWLW\«
>WUDQVFHQGLQJ@IRUPDQGIRUFHDQGV\PPHWU\¶ (/RYHFUDIWµ:KLVSHUHU¶262).  
 
The holy trinity of value, that is, form and force and symmetry, defines the discourse 
of absence with respect to basic entities, coded as a type of amoeboid life²without 
form, like the horror-swarm², as subjectless assemblage with no speech of its own. 
In the buzz resonates that elimination of form, what eiWKHUFDQ¶WEHIRUPHGLQWRZRUGV 
or which, at best, nestVZLWKLQWKHPWKUHDWHQLQJWKHLUµYRLFHOHVV¶IOHVKOHVVLQWHJULW\
7KHH[WUDQHRXVQRLVHWKDWYRLFHOLNHDEHH¶VFRUUHVSRQGVWRWKHUHDORIDµYDVW
outside¶ (Lovecraftµ:KLVSHUHU¶ 250), swelling beyond the background to the good 
IRUPWRGLVVROYHLW7KHUHLVQRµORJRVZLWKRXWQRLVH¶VD\V6HUUHV (7), which forms the 
underside (the outer limits) of information: noise is the material of form, from which 
form is shaped, and which simultaneously threatens its order.  
 
The Good Form 
 
Up until now, the more or less silent but nonetheless foundational influence to this 
DUWLFOHLV6HE)UDQNOLQ¶Vµ7KH&RQWH[WRI)RUPV¶in which he analyses form and 
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IRUPOHVVQHVVLQOLJKWRIµWKHFRPSOH[ever-shifting knot of settler colonialism, 
H[SORLWDWLRQDQGLPPLVHUDWLRQRWKHUZLVHNQRZQDVFDSLWDOLVP¶ (2). His study, flanked 
on either side by references to Lovecraft, examines the dynamics of formalisation 
entangled with commodity production²of bodies (human; non-human) and 
territories²always reliant on surplus formlessness as something that awaits being 
made productive. Capitalism moulds things into forms, contorts the shape of the 
worker and confers value on that which has been formed, made useful, yet while 
demanding and fetishizing form, it also depends on that which still, or temporarily, 
lies outside its processes of accumulation. Lovecraft functions as moment of entry to, 
and endpoint of, an investigation into the socio-historical conditions of formal 
assignation at the hands of capital. In other words, Franklin is interested in 
VXEVXPSWLRQIRUPDODQGUHDODQGWKHµRULJLQDU\DQGRQJRLQJYLROHQFH¶ which 
determines form, as well as formlessness, both of which are integral to racial capitalist 
procedures and social formations (12).  
 
/RYHFUDIW¶VFRPPLWPHQWWRIRUPLQUHODWLRQWRDQDVSHFWWKDWimmediately refers to, or, 
if you will, succeeds, )UDQNOLQ¶VZRUNexemplifies the relationshipLQµ:KLVSHUHU¶ 
between formalisation, settlement, and profit on the one side and formlessness, as 
excrescence, on the other: 
 
Most people simply knew that certain hilly regions were considered as highly 
unhealthy, unprofitable and generally unlucky to live in, and that the farther one 
kept from them the better off one usually was. In time the ruts of custom and 
economic interest became so deeply cut in approved places that there was no 
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longer any reason for going outside them, and the haunted hills were left 
deserted by accident rather than by design. (221)  
 
The misrecognition of accident and design is itself already significant, if accident is 
taken to mean somHWKLQJWKDWµQDWXUDOO\¶RFFXUVWKRXJKZRUGVOLNHµDSSURYHG¶RU
µHFRQRPLFLQWHUHVW¶DUHLQGLFDWLYHRISUHFLVHO\GHVLJQ$QDSSURYDO is an attestation 
of authority, and it is suggestive of form, a marking of territorial boundaries, coded as 
KHDOWK\DQGSURGXFWLYHZKHUHDVWKHµRXWVLGH¶ is to be distrusted, regardless/despite of 
its significance in sustaining and setting off the inside as all the more desirable. Here 
is a gaze that claims and abjects, a politics that is everywhere apparent in Lovecraft¶V
writings, his fiction and letters, SLWWLQJµ>PHQ@RIFKDUDFWHUHGXFDWLRQDQG
LQWHOOLJHQFH¶(µ:KLVSHUHU¶223) DJDLQVWµPLVVKDSHQRXWFDVWV¶(228) LQµKLGGHQDQG
XQZKROHVRPH>WHQDQFLHV@¶ (230). 7KRXJKµGHVWLQLHV¶RIWKHKXPDQDQGthe non/in-
human might be intertwined²µSLWVRISULPDOOLIH¶WULFNOLQJGRZQLQWRµRXURZQ¶ pools 
(231)²the logic at work, so resonant with mechanisms of racialization, is directed 
against an enemy within, an inside that must be expelled. The point is not so much 
that a stable separation between inside and outside, or form and formlessness, is 
impossible, but that the former has to be safeguarded against the latter. The rights of 
the settler and, by extension, the identity of the µhuman¶ are, as such, troubled only in 
the sense that they require an even deeper commitment to their maintenance, while 
the system of thought that grants form stays unchallenged. 
 
It is, then, surprising, not to say irresponsible, that Lovecraft is claimed by a 
philosophical system apparently attentive to the non/in-human, bearing in mind how 
insistently he corroborates form, in the face of its deliquescence, and the form-giving 
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structures of racial capitalism. Form might imply vision²and vision, in Western 
metaphysics, posits a rational, self-identical subject in command²but it has a sonic 
dimension. Form is audible as well as visual, though sound is even more readily 
linked to dissolution or, at the very least, to diffusion. In ¬/¶eFRXWH, Nancy prehends 
the sonic as existing beyond form, in that it might evoke a form EXWFDQ¶WEH
expressed, that is contained, as such:  
 
[Sound] does not dissolve [form], but rather enlarges it; it gives it an amplitude, 
a density, and a vibration or an undulation whose outline never does anything 
but approach. The visual persists until its disappearance; the sonorous appears 
and fades away into its permanence. (14) 
 
What arises in/as sound is something that can travel, stretch; it seems by definition to 
EHIRUPOHVVWKRXJKLWLVQ¶W+armony is form²music is an endowment of noise with 
form, according to Jacques Attali (6)²emerging from a background noise that, so 
Serres, LVµOLPLWOHVVFRQWLQXRXVXQHQGLQJXQFKDQJLQJ¶ (13). Sound liquidates form in 
the sense that it passes the bounds of visual form. A sound is, hence, of uncertain 
ontologicDOVWDWXVMXVWDVLWLVµSODFHGXQGHUWKHVLJQRIDIDOO¶DVODQJXDJH¶V
remainder (Chion 15), the excess of the voice, unnecessary for, even disruptive to, its 
messages.  
 
7KHLQWHUWZLQLQJRIPDWHULDOLW\WKHVRXUFHRIDVRXQGDQGLPPDWHULDOLW\DVRXQG¶V
distribution; its affect), and the reason, remembering YDQ(OIHUHQ¶VDUJXPHQWthat 
VRXQGIHDWXUHVVRSURPLQHQWO\LQ/RYHFUDIW¶VP\WKRVgives it its function with respect 
to form. Serres likens sound to a phenomenon like radiation, settling in subjects and 
 21 
WKLQJVPRYLQJWKURXJKIOHVKDQGZDOOVµERXQGLQJDERXQGLQJXQERXQGLQJ¶space 
(15); its coextension with space also comes with the faculty or the incapacity of 
filtering it out. Sound can, then, have form, or rather can be arranged into form, and 
undo form, often at the same time: if a source is visible, can be isolated, it doHVQ¶W
mean that sound can be captured as belonging, being proper, to that single source. 
Hearing, as such, is not necessarily something that occurs before formalisation, but is 
in fact trained to respond to it. The nominal good is, yet again, form, which affects 
our ability and/or willingness to listen to that which interferes with said JRRGµ,KHDU
ZLWKRXWFOHDUIURQWLHUV¶REVHUYHV6HUUHV continuing that tKHµHDUNQRZVKRZWRORVH
track¶ (7), EXWµ:KLVSHUHU¶although jO¶pFRXWH, is case in point of hearing as 
obedience, attending exclusively to that which has already been coded. The ear, in 
these circumstances, is an organ keeping to track, to orders/forms given and standing 
in stark contrast to µPDOIRUPDWLRQV,¶ the kinds of sounds that are made by matter 
XWWHUO\UHPRWHWRµRXU¶ understanding of good form.  
 
In this vein, and in a lengthy passage, the narrator LQµ:KLVSHUHU¶describes his first, 
and traumatically retained, point of contacWZLWKµRXWHU¶YRLFHV,nitially, the 
encounter (not first hand) is relayed via mailed transcript, lost but etched into 
memory, then by phonograph recording received from his correspondent Henry 
Wentworth Akeley (note his middle name, referring to Governor Wentworth, 
GLVSHQVLQJµFRORQLDOJUDQWV¶WRVHWWOHUVin what became the state of Vermont): 
 
To me, with my first-hand impression of the actual sounds and with my 
knowledge of the background and surrounding circumstances, the voice was a 
monstrous thing. It swiftly followed the human voice in ritualistic response, but 
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in my imagination it was a morbid echo wringing its way across unimaginable 
abysses from unimaginable outer hells. It is more than two years now since I 
last ran off that blasphemous waxen cylinder: but at this moment, and at all 
other moments, I can still hear that feeble, fiendish buzzing as it reached me for 
the first time.  
« 
But though the voice is always in my ears, I have not even yet been able to 
analyse it well enough for a graphic description. It was like the drone of some 
loathsome, gigantic insect ponderously shaped into the articulate speech of an 
alien species, and I am perfectly certain that the organs producing it can have no 
resemblance to the vocal organs of man, or indeed to those of any of the other 
mammalia [sic]. There were singularities in timbre, range and overtones, which 
placed this phenomenon wholly outside the sphere of humanity and earth-life. 
(234±235) 
 
In the story, Lovecraft repeatedly mentions the disruption caused to channels of 
communication, letters lost, phonograph records destroyed, wires going dead, evident 
references, as mentioned earlier, to Dracula: in this case, however, the vampiric 
systems of telecommunications are not equal to the task. The phonograph, as 
Friedrich Kittler tells us, seized the real, the excesses or residue of the voice, 
everything whispered, rattled, all that which is excluded in the discrete notations of 
the alphabet (3). ,WLVDWHFKQRORJ\RIQRLVHRURIµZDVWH¶²the Viennese psychiatrist 
Erwin Stransky used the phonograpKWRUHJLVWHUWKHµXQLQWHUUXSWHGLQGLVFULPLQDWH¶
utterances of his subjects (Kittler 86)²though it was initially developed as µDUFKLYDO
DSSDUDWXV¶WRSUHVHUYHWKHµH[HPSODU\ZRUGV¶RISROLWLFDOOHDGHUV etc., in other words, 
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the discourse of power, rather than the babblings of the unconscious (Attali 92). 
(PSOR\HGLQµ:KLVSHUHU¶WRPDNHDQDOysis possible, the mechanism succeeds only in 
entrenching the trace or trauma of pure difference, its spiral groove recording and 
reproducing, in memory, WKHVRXQGZDYHVRIDQµRXWZDUGORJLF¶ (228). The outside is, 
in this way, reterritorialised as something inside, EXWZKLFKFDQ¶WEHDGPLWWHG 
 
It is not as if the network of technique, at any rate disabled, managed to process 
buzzing as object or function of an organism that can somehow enter representation. 
Form, or form-making, fails here, but not exclusively because machines, and the 
technology of language, fail; a discourse network, needless to say, is ideological, the 
failure, consequently, also one of the imagination. The recordings follow an already 
grooved loop, in that the impressions they make are guided by a colonially organised 
idea of what form is, a program that is apparent when looking at how these recorded 
iterations are relayed in the story. Punctuation is key here: µPDUNVRIRUDOGHOLYHU\,¶ 
they are XVXDOO\µIULHQGO\VSLULWV¶DFFRUGLQJWR7KHRGRU$GRUQR (300), bound up with 
WKHµPXVLFDOIRUP¶WKHVFKHPDRIWRQDOLW\ (301). The remembered transcript of the 
phonograph recRUGSUHFHGLQJ:LOPDUWK¶VUHDFWLRQVKRZQLQWKHpreviously cited 
passage, however, is evidence of being unsettled, displaced. Punctuation marks²
largely ellipses, but also exclamation points and square brackets, either filled with 
descriptions of the µRXWVLGH¶voices in italics or supplementing garbled words²are 
µERGLOHVV¶LQGLFDWRUVWKDWGRQ¶WKHUH resemble music (a culturally sanctioned form), 
but disorder (Adorno 300). ,QGLFDWLYHRIDQµLQWHUSOD\WKDWtakes place in the interior 
of language¶ (300)²µJRRG(QJOLVKJUDPPDU¶DFFRUGLQJWR:LOPDUWK (233), disrupted 
and undone by parasites²punctuation marks explode the good form from within. If 
the phonograph hears everything, the transcript (and its engraving in memory) is able 
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to record chaos through the µQRLVH¶RIIUHTXHQW elliptical interludes, signalling 
incomprehension, a trailing off, unmoored, into infinitude. TKHµVLOHQWF\PEDO
FODVKHV¶(Adorno 301) of exclamation points, thHµHQFODYH>V@¶RIWKHSDUHQWKHVHs, 
corrupt the µLQWHJULW\¶RIWKHVHQWHQce DQGRIWKHµOLQJXLVWic IRUP¶ (304). For Adorno, 
WKHµPLFURORJLFDOSRZHU¶RISXQFWXDWLRQ (304)²a comment about 3URXVW¶VXVHRI
punctuation marks but repurposed, here, to talk more generally about their potential²
lies in the silent ways it approximates writing to the voice, to the sound that writing 
suppresses (305). The impact of the excessive use of punctuation marks is 
degeneration, an assault on the symbolic order by the terror of the voice of the other.  
 
Defined through its, or his, capacity to not only use language²the default position by 
which to assert µhuman¶ supremacy over the animal other²but through the ability to 
use (particularly the English) language well, the µhuman¶ is determined as, and with 
respect to, English colonial man (Akeley; Wilmarth). Transcript and phonograph 
record stage a conversation between outer voice and recruit or µUHIRUPHG¶VXEMHFW 
(Bhabha 124)VSHDNLQJLQDµPHOORZHGXFDWHGYRLFHZKLFKVHHmed vaguely 
Bostonian in accent¶ (Lovecraftµ:KLVSHUHU¶ 234). This reformed subject²a Mister 
Noyes, onomatopoeically referring to what is provoked; later also Akeley²is an 
ambassador of sorts; both his voice of privilege and the voice of the other, exerting an 
µDOPRVWSDUDO\VLQJIDVFLQDWLRQ¶ (250), disturb (un)familiar sounds to the extent that 
they reveal their repressed source, namely that all language is mimicry: 
 
At times it seemed as if he [Akeley, by this point colonised] were pumping me 
to see what I knew of the monstrous secrets of the place, and with every fresh 
utterance that vague, teasing, baffling familiarity in his voice increased. It was 
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not an ordinary or healthy familiarity despite the thoroughly wholesome and 
cultivated nature of the voice. I somehow linked it with forgotten nightmares, 
and felt that I might go mad if I recognised it. (255)  
 
The voice is that which arrives from outside to take up residence within, but the result 
of this not-quite recognition²exiled from the ego²is less a dethroning of the 
properly colonial man than a consolidation of his power. Even though the story, in a 
way a retelling of the Medusa myth, appears to demonstrate how easily man is de-
phallisized, pumped of his Gestalt and bios, it obsessively and aggressively seeks to 
maintain what Wynter calls the µFRORQLDOLW\RI%HLQJ¶ over-representing colonial man 
as the µhuman¶ per se (260). Considering that WKHµEDUH¶PDWWHURIWKHEUain is the only 
organic residue left of this subject (Lovecraft, µ:KLVSHUHU¶263), and that his/its voice, 
too, is losing form²Akeley, towards the end of the story, speaks in a monologue full 
of dashes, openings WRZDUGWKHµJXOIVRIVSDFHDQGWLPH¶(259) now heard in the 
voice²the assault on the µhuman¶ is total, unrelenting. And yet, he persists: his form 
upheld as centre of all reference and the appropriate instantiation of the µhuman,¶ 
because the narrative LQDOOLQVWDQFHVSULRULWL]HVWKHµZKROHVRPHQHVV¶RIIRUP over its 
deliquescent other: indescribable, fungoid flesh, the pulsations of the insectile.  
 
In light, then, of the analysis above, the mythic resonance that Miéville fails to see 
with respect to the formless occurs elsewhere, that is, in the construct of form, 
privileged over and against the insectile/cephalopodic. This construct or myth, both 
originary and ongoing, is the ultraviolent logic of organisation that defers to colonial 
man, articulating the following equation: colonial man = eternal good form. What 
UHVRQDWHVQRWRQO\WKURXJKRXW/RYHFUDIW¶VZRUNEXWDOVRDFURVVWKHVFKRODUVKLS
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establishing and legitimising him as a writer stretching his ear towards the 
non/in/anti-human, is the discourse of the valorisation of form: man²the ultimate 
apparition of form² emboldened against the murmur, the buzzzzzzzzz of a 
background without form. 
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